
4 



c- * . 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNIX0 STATS 
KP..SHIN3TON 0 C LDBCL 

B-170186 

*Dear Mr Chalrman 
J -Y JJ 

In response to your request of May 18, 1971, this 1s our report on 
the adequacy of selected environmental impact statements prepared 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

Our prmclpal observations are summarized In the digest Be- 
cause of your desire to expedite the issuance of this report, we did not 
obtain advance review and comments from the departments Included 111 
the review The matters presented In tnls report, however, were dls- 
cussed with agency offlclals at the reglonal and Washington levels 

Two of the proJects Included m our review- -the Corps of Engl- 
neers’ proposed Bonneville Second Powerhouse on the Columbia River 
and the Forest Service’s proposed Elk Mountain Road m the Santa E e 
National Forest- - are currently involved In lltlgatlon agaznst the Cov- 
ernment concerning their envlronmental impacts 

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatllla Indian Reservation and 
members of the Yaklma Indian Tribe filed suit m the Dlstrlct Court of 
the United States for Oregon agamst represeztatlves of the Corps of 
Engmeers and the Bonneville Power Admmlstratlon because they be- 
lleved the construction of the proposed Bonneville Powerhouse vlolated 
tr eatie s The legality of granting funds for the proposed Elk Mountam 
Road prior to preparing an envlronmental impact statement was con- 
tested by a group of cltlzens because they believed that the road would 
destroy the wilderness character of the area and the adJacent Pecos 
Wilderness Some of the details concermng the lltlgatlon are discussed 
in chapter 2 We wish to point out that, although our findings are not 
to be construed as comments on the legal adequacy of the statements 
Involved, public disclosure of this report, as it relates to these prop- 
ects, possibly could preJudice the Government’s cases 

We believe that the contents of this report would be of interest 
to executive departments and agencies of the Government However, 
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release of this report will be made only after your agreement has been 
obtained or public announcement has been made by you concknmg the 
contents of the report. 

* 

/ d u Sincerely yours, 

ComptroUer General 
of the United States 

The Honorable John D. Dmgell 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flsherres 

and WIldlIfe Conservatxon 
Committee on Merchant Marme 

and Flsherles 
House of Representatives 
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DIGEST ------ 

itHY FHE REVIEW WAS MADE 

The ChaIrman, Sub-commIttee on 
Flsher-ies and Wlldl-rfe Conservation, 
House Comm3ttee on Merchant Marine 
and Flsherles, requested the Gen- 
eral Accounting Offxe (GAO) to 

evaluate the lmplementatlon of sec- 
tion 102 of the National Envlron- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 and the 
adequacy of selected envlronmental 
impact statements prepared under 
the sectIon 102 requirement 

A GAO report Issued May 18, 1972, 
dealt with Improvements needed ln 
Federal agency procedures for lrn- 
plementlng the act. This report 
deals with the adequacy of selected 
environmental impact statements 
Because of the desire of the Chair- 
man to expedj te the processing of 
this report, GAO drd not obtain ad- 
vance review and comments from the 
departments included in the review. 

Background 

Sect1 on 102 requires Federal agen- 
cles proposing legislation or 
similarly important actions that 
will slgnlflcantly affect the qual- 
ity of man's environment to include 
with the proposals detailed state- 
ments on* 

--The envlronmental impacts of the 
proposed actions 

--Any adverse environmental effects 

ADEQUACY OF SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENTS PREPARED UNDER 
THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
ACT OF 1969 B-170186 

which cannot be avoided should 
the proposals be implemented 

--Al ternatlves to the proposed ac- 
tions 

--The relatlonshlp between local 
short-term uses of man's envlron- 
ment and the maintenance and en- 
hancement of long-term produc- 
t1v1 ty 

--Any lrreverslble and irretrievable 
commitments of resources involved 
in the proposed actions should 
they be implemented 

These points are usually considered 
and dl scussed In environmental lm- 
pact statements. 

Section 102 of the act also requires 
Federal agencies to obtain comments 
of other Federal agencies with JU- 
rlsdlct-lon or special knowledge of 
possible impacts on the environment. 
The obJective of this requirement IS 
to Induce agencies to consider care- 
fully the environmental impacts of 
proposed actions Copies of the 
statements with comments by Federal, 
State, and local agencies must be 
made available to the President, the 
Council on Environmental Quality, 
and the publjc. 

GAO selected the following environ- 
mental impact statements for review 

--The Sol1 Conservation Service's 



statement for the proposed East 
Fork of the Whltewater RIVW 
Watershed ProJect, IndIana and 
Ohlo 

--The Corps of Engineers' statement 
for the proposed Bonneville Sec- 
ond Powerhouse on the Columbia 
River, Oregon and Washlngton 

--The ?3ureau of Reclamation's state- 
ment?or the proposed Archer-Weld 
Transmlsslon Line and Weld Sub- 
stabon, Colorado River Storage 
ProJect, Colorado 

--The Federal Hlghway Admlnlstra- 
tlon's statement for the proposed 
Hamllton-Clermont llmlted-access 
hlghway ln Ohlo 

--The Forest Service's statement for 
the proposed Elk Mountain Road in 
the Santa Fe National Forest, New 
Mexico 

--The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development's statement for 
the proposed new community of 
Riverton ln Monroe County, New 
York 

FIUDIiTGS AIf23 COlKLL'SIUiVS 

GAO's review of the statements in- 
dlcated that the Federal agencies 
were definitely concerned about the 
envlronmental Impacts of their pro- 
posed proJects. However, the use- 
fulness of the statements revlewed 
by GAO ln planning and maklng de- 
clslons was lmpalred by the follow- 
ing common problems 

--Inadequate dlscusslon of, and sup- 
port for, the ldentlfied envlron- 
mental impacts 

--Inadequate treatment of reviewing 
agencies comments on environ- 
mental Impacts 
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--Inadequate conslderatlon of alter- 
natlvcs and their environmental 
impacts 

In addltlon, GAO noted the following 
shortcomings in lndlvldual state- 
ments 

East Fork of the Whtewater Rssvar 
Watershed Pro~ect 

The statement did not discuss the 
(1) impact on water quality result- 
ln from the proposed proJect or 
(27 relocation of businesses and 
private dwellings resulting from ac- 
qulsltlon of lands for the project 

The statement was neither prepared 
in time to be avaIlable to the varl- 
ous agencies during their field re- 
views of the proJect work plan, con- 
trary to agency guldellnes, nor made 
available for public comment. (See 
pp. 8 to 16 ) 

HmZton-CZermont hzghwq 

The statement (1) was not made 
available to two Federal agencies 
for comment although certain iden- 
tified envlromental impacts were 
within their areas of expertise, 
(2) did not include the impact that 
salt, oil, and gasoline on the hlgh- 
way would have on the Little Mlaml 
River, and (3) did not deal with 
certain public comments. 
25 to 31.) 

(See tw 

!?%e new corrummi~ 0 f Rw erton 

The statement did not (1) discuss 
the impact the proposed community 
would have on the existing community 
of Scottsvllle, New York, (2) dis- 
cuss the alternative of constructing 
the new community at a different lo- 
cation, and (3) adequately assess 
adverse environmental effects the 
proposed colramunity might have or 
measures that might mlnlmize those 
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effects HUD decided to offer a 
financial guarantee commitment to 
the communtty developer before the 
statement was completed (See 
pp 36 to 43.) 

Tear Sheet -- --- 3 



INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 

The Chalrman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and 
Wxldllfe Conservation, House Commsttee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, In a letter dated May 18, 1971 (see app. I>, 
requested that the General Accounting Office evaluate the 

' iiiiplementatxon of section 102 of the Natlonal Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) to determrne 
whether such rmplementatxon was uni&G and systematically 
in accordance wrth applrcable legislation. In a report to 
the Chairman entxtled "Improvements Needed in Federal Efforts 
to Implement the NatIonal Envrronmental Policy Act of 1%9" 
(B-170186, May 18, 19721, we commented on selected Federal 
agencies' procedures for preparing environmental impact 
statements on legislative proposals and other maJor Federal 
actions signlflcantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment. 

The Chairman also asked us to evaluate the adequacy 
of selected environmental impact statements prepared by the 
agencies. This report deals with that request. 

Section 102 of the act requires Federal agencies prepar- 
ing the statements to consider 

--the environmental impacts of the proposed actions, 

--any adverse environmental effects which cannot be 
avoided should the proposals be implemented, 

--alternatives to the proposed actions, 

--the relationship between local short-term uses of 
man's environment and the maintenance and enhance- 
ment of long-term productivxty, and 

--any lrreverslble and irretrievable commrtments of 
resources involved in the proposed actions should 
they be implemented. 

Before preparxng statements on proposals, Federal agen- 
cies are required to consult with, and obtain the comments 



Of, any other Federal agency having jurisdiction, by law or 
special expertise, with respect to any environmental Impact 
Involved Coplcs of the statements and the comments and 
views of the appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies 
authorized to develop and enforce envlronmental standards 
are to be made avarlable to the Presrdent, the Council on 
EnvIronmental Quality, and the public and are to accompany 

,thc proposals through exlstlng agency revxew processes. 
The objective of this requirement is to build into the agen- 
CI.CS' dccaslo~~makfnr process an appropriate and careful con- 
slderatlon of the envrronmental impacts of proposed actions. 

We selected the Federal agencies and statements for 
review through consultation with the Subcommittee staff. 
For each of sxx agencies we selected one statement which 
had been processed at least to the point of receipt and 
dlsposltlon of agency and public comments on the draft and 
which appeared to be of significant Importance. The state- 
ments selected for review were. 

--The So11 Conservation Service's (SCS's) statement for 
the proposed East Fork of the WhItewater River Water- 
shed Project, Indiana and Ohio. 

--The Corps of Englneersl statement for the proposed 
Bonneville Second Powerhouse on the Columbia River, 
Oregon and Washington. 

--The Bureau of Reclamation's statement for the proposed 
Archer-Weld Transmission Line and Weld Substation, 
Colorado River Storage Project, Colorado. 

--The Federal Hlghway Administration's (FHWA's) state- 
ment for the proposed HamIlton-Clermont limlted- 
access highway, Ohlo. 

--The Forest Service's statement for the proposed Elk 
Mountain Road In the Santa Fe National Forest, New 
Mexico. 

--The Department of Housing and Urban Development's 
(HUD's) statement for the proposed new community of 
Rlverton 1n Monroe County, New York, 



We examined the content of each selected statement and 
the supportlng records and documents; reviewed comments 
received on the statements from Federal, State, and local 
agencies and the public; and IntervIewed officials of the 
selected Federal agencies and of the commenting agencies, 
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CT-TAPTER2 

EVALUATION OF THE ADEQUACY OF 

SELECTED ENVIRONXENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 

Our review indicated that the agencies were definitely 
concerned about the environmental impacts of their proposed 
p?xj-ikts. Our review indicated also that the usefulness of 
each of the statements to agencies in their planning and 
der:IsJoTt--I- c-..x~g had been ImpaIred by the following common 
probbcms. 

--Inadequate discussion of, and support for, identified 
envlronmental impacts. 

--Inadequate treatment of reviewing agencies' comments 
on environmental impacts. 

--Inadequate consideration of alternatives and their 
envlroizl?lental impacts. 

These and other inadequacies in individual impact state- 
ments are discussed in the following sections of this report. 

EAST FORK OF THE WHITEWATER RIVER 
WATERSHED PROJECT, 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

The East Fork of the Whitewater River Watershed ProJect, 
authorized for planning in 1968, includes (1) 47 small lakes 
to help control sedimentation, (2) three multiple-purpose 
reservoirs for flood prevention and public recreation, 
(3) two multiple-purpose reservoirs for flood prevention 
and municipal and industrial water supply, (4) one slngle- 
purpose floodwater-retarding reservoir, (5) approximately 
20 miles of multiple-purpose channel improvement, and 
(6) about 10 miles of stream environmental corridor develop- 
ment (between Richmond, Indiana, and the Corps of Engineers' 
Brookvllle Reservoir1 in Indiana) for public recreation and 

1 
The Broohvllle Rescvolr IS a multiple-pulposc project which will pro- 
vlclc flood control, writer supply, and rccreatlon 
mated to cost about $40 mllllon, 

rhe proJect, estl- 

1974 
1s scheduled for completion in March 



wrldllfe sanctuariec> The primary obJectives of the project 
are to p-~~rde (1) outdoor recreation, (2) additional water 
supply for Rrckmond, and (3) reduction of sedimentation and 
floodwater damsges in the watershed. 

SCS financed the planning for the project and, after 
the Congress approves and authorizes it, plans to finance 
appsoxlmately 30 percent of the estimated project cost of 

'$10.5 m3A.lron, 

On October 20, 1971, SCS submltted a draft statement 
to the Coz-uzlZ on Znvrrormental Quality, other Federal agen- 
cles, the Governors of Indrana and Ohio, and the State clear- 
lnghorzses for revsiew and comment. The final statement was 
prepared by th, e SCS 'State offlce rn Indiana and flied with 
the Council on July 25, 1972 

SCS's flnal statement for the proposed East Fork Pro-J- 
ect did not adequately discuss (1) the impact of the project 
operation on water quality--stream flow, temperature, pollu- 
tlon, and sedimentation, (2) prolect alternatives and their 
environmental impacts, and (3) the relocatron of businesses 
and private dwellings resulting from the acquLsitlon of 
lands for the project. SCS did not prepare a draft statement 
for the project In time to accompany the proJect draft work 
plan sent to the various Federal, State, and local agencies 
for informal field review. SC'S did not make the draft state- 
ment available to the public for connnent, 

Impacts on water quality 

Stream flow and water temperature 

The proposed watershed project is located upstream from 
the Corps of Engineers W Brookville Reservoir and includes 
47 small lakes ranging from 8 to 20 acres and six reservoirs 
ranging from 32 to 474 acres. The plans provide for locat- 
rng four of the six reservoirs on tributaries having peren- 
nial flow and, under normal conditions, for controlling 
approximately 25 percent of the water entering the Brookvllle 
Reservoir. The plans provide also for the six reservoirs 
to have a constant-level water pool and for water to be re- 
leased only rf that level is exceeded. Construction of the 
reservoirs will raise the temperature of the water because 



IVIES be expose:o to direct sun- 
cxlst~ng stream condltlons. 

In commenting on the draft statement, the Ohlo Depart- 
ment of Maturai Resources stated that, due to the fishery 
resources in the area, water temperature and stream flow 
should be zalntained or Improved, SC.59 response to this 

,comment was llmzted to a dlscusslon of the effects on fish 
in 2.3 miles of the East Fork in Ohlo, SCS concluded that, 
since eu~stlng shade would not be dIsturbed In this sectron, 
water te~pzrc?ture ti~~*ld not be affected SCS did not men- 
tron in the final sta",enent the effects on stream flow or 
water temperature at the proposed reservoir sites. 

SCS officrals In Indiana advlsed us that water quality 
is not a pro;ect purpose and that, under normal condltrons, 
the plans for operating the reservoirs do not provide for 
controlled releases of water to regulate stream flow or to 
malntaLn water temperature. 

The officials advlsed us also that during a drought, 
when water flow into the reservoirs 1s less than the evapora- 
tzon loss, the water level may fall below the constant- 
level water pool and that, when the reservoirs are being 
filled, they do not plan to release water to malntaln stream 
flow comparable to that currently exlstlng. 

SCS should have disclosed In the draft statement that 
no plans had been made for releasing water to marntaln 
stream flow or water temperature at the reservoirs. ThlS 
would have enabled the public and the various Federal, State, 
and local agencies having jurrsdrctlon or special expertise 
to consider the effects of the lack of such plans on water 
quality. We believe that reducing or ellmrnating stream 
flow9 particularly during a drought, possibly could have 
adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources, on property 
owners who rely on stream flow for agricultural purposes, 
and on the Brookvllle Reservoir's ability to supply water. 

Water l3011ut10n 

The statement lists as favorable environmental effects 
to be provided by the project (1) rzreatlonal opportunities 
for an estimated 238,700 vlsltor-days annually and 
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(2) municipal and lr,drlstrral water supply to meet the year 
2020's projected rc_eds for Richmond, allowing for continued 
resrdentlal and industrial growth 

In commenting on the section of the draft statement on 
recreational and 17ater supply functions, the EnvIronmental 
ProtectIon Agency (EPA) suggested that the following adverse 

/ 4 enyironmental effects be ldentifled in the final statement 

1. Water and other pollution ~7111 Increase in the proJ- 
ect areas-- cot only rsemporarlly during construction 
but also zfrer the proJect 1s completed--due to In 
creased bu.msn actrvlty evolving around recreation 
and other actlvltles. 

2. The water supply aspects of the project will increase 
munlclpal end anduserlal activities in and below 
Richmond, which could Increase water quality prob- 
lems. 

In response to the first comment, SCS revised the sec- 
tion of the statement entitled "adverse environmental effects 
which cannot be avoided" to state that air and water quality 
would be affected during and after construction of the proj- 
ect. SCS officials advised us that they had based this re- 
vision on their professional judgment, had not made studies, 
and had not consulted with other agencies to determine the 
extent of these environmental effects. 

SCS made no change in the statement concerning the ef- 
fect that increased water supply for municipal and indus- 
trial activities would have on water quality. Although the 
final statement does say that additional stream flow at 
RLchmond is currently needed for sewage dilution, It does 
not st<ste the amount of water that is needed or whether It 
will be available after the project 1s completed. The Ohlo 
River Basin Comprehensive Survey, which was used to prolect 
Frater supply needs for the proJect, indicated that about 45 
cubic feet per second are currently needed for sewage dllu- 
tion below Richmond but that only 2 cubic feet per second 
of dependable flow are available. 

In commenting on this aspect of the project, the Indl- 
ana Board of Health, which 1s responsrble for malntainlng 
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the State's wat2r ciualrtv, stated that the draft statement 
lacked suff 1c lent datalls on the devclopmcnt of municipal 
and industrial water supply to permit specific comments 
The board requested SCS to submit additronal lnformatlon as 
soon as It was developed. 

Board officrals told us that about 12 million gallons 
,of..,sewage per day 1s discharged by the Rrchmond sewage 
treatment plant mto the East Fork and that about 25 million 
to 30 mil‘lron gallons of water per day (39 to 46 cubic feet 
per second) are rceded for sewage dllutron at certain tmes 
to maxntaln iuTatcr Tzalrty. They stated that3 although they 
had not received the addrtronal information requested, they 
questlon whether the completed project could provide the 
water needed annually for sewage dxlutlon. The officials 
stated also that, when the Richmond Sanitary OFstrIct pro- 
vxdes advanced waste treatment, the water neeaed for sewage 
dxlution xrould be somewhat less than 1s currently needed 
but that by 1990 as much or more would be needed. 

SCS should have studied and more fully discussed in 
the fxnal statement the possible increase in water pollu- 
tion resulting from recreational activxties. SCS should 
have determlned and discussed in the statement whether the 
water would be avarlable for sewage dxlution after comple- 
tron of the project and whether the proposed allocation of 
water for municipal and industrial purposes would further 
aggravate the water pollution problems in the East Fork at 
Rxchmond, 

Sedimentation 

Sedimentation results from soil erosion and adversely 
affects reservoirs by reducing storage capacity, increasxng 
the cost of water purification, and reducrng the over(sll 
attractxveness of the body of water for recreational pur- 
poses, A prrmary objective of the East Fork Project is 
to reduce sedrmentation from other projects In the watershed 
area by trappxng the sedimentation In small lakes ancl res- 
ervolrs. Another objectrvc 1s to provide recreation and 
f3sh and wIldlIfe use opportunxtles. 

fn commenting on the draft statement, the Ohio Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources stated that* 
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